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Comptroller General 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

With Improvements To its Planning 
And Acquisition Processes 

In 1977 the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) told a con- 
gressional subcommittee that FAA was well 
along with actions to correct deficiencies in 
its planning and acquisition processes. 

However, GAO found that the planning direc- 
tive FAA issued as part of these actions was 
not fully implemented and another directive 
on acquisition procedures did not provide 
sufficient guidance. This resulted in FAA 
having no comprehensive planning process 
and a weak acquisition management process 
and has made the System Requirements 
Group--established as part of the improve- 
ments-ineffective. 

Without an agencywide comprehensive plan- 
ning process and a sound acquisition process, 
the validity of FAA’s budgetary process be- 
comes questionable, including how effectively 
it uses resources. This report recommends 
ways the Department of Transportation and 
FAA can improve these processes. 

112561 

PSAD-80-42 

JUNE 4, 1980 



Single copses of GAO reports are avaiiahle free of 
charge. Requests (except by Members of Congress) 
for additional quantities should be accompanied by pay- 
ment of Sl .OO per copy. (Do not send cash). 

Requests for free single copies should be sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section, Room 1518 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Requests for multiple copies should be sent with checks 
or money orders to. 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section 
P.O. Box 1020 
Washington, DC 20013 

Checks or money orders shorrld be made payable to 
the U.S. General Accnunrinn Office. 

To ex&te placing yo~lr orde~iall (202) 275-6241. --- --. -.- 
When ordering by phr?r;o or mall. use the report number 
arid date in the lower rint:^ corner nf the front cover. 

GPO reports are now available on microfiche. If such 
copies will meet your needs, be sure to specify that you 
want microfiche conies. 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 

B-198086 

&he Honorable John L. Burton 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government t,O’ 

s’u5 

Activities and Transportation k-f5 
Coimmittee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 

Dear Yr. Chairman: 

This report discusses the improvements that are still 
needed in the Federal .L\viatiDn Ad,ministration’s (FAA’s) 
agencywide 2,ianning and acquisition processes. Pie found that 
while the concepts set forth in the FAA directives were sound 
and reoresented i.nDrovement over uhat existed in the past, 
the agencywide planning directive was not fully implemented 
and the acquisition directive did not provide sufficient 
guidance and needs to be re;lised. 

As arranged with your office, we plan no further dis- 
tribution of this report until 10 days from the date 3f 
tne report. At that ti,ze we will send copies t:, interested 
parties and make copies available to others ‘;?on request. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 





REPORT BY THE 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

FAA HAS NOT GONE FAR ENOUGH 
WITH IMPROVEMENTS TO ITS 
PLANNING AND ACQUISITION 
PROCESSES 

DIGEST ------ 

In November 1977 the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) advised 
the House Subcommittee on Government Activities 
and Transportation, Committee on Government 
Operations, that the agency was well along 
toward comprehensively overhauling its acquisi- 
tion management process. He said that direc- 
tives for planning and system acquisition 
management processes were being implemented 
and a.high-level management panel--the System 
Requirements Group--had been established to 
monitor the system acquisition process. FAA 
had taken these actions to correct deficiencies 
in its agencywide planning and system acquisi- 
tion management processes. 

GAO's review showed that while the concepts 
set forth in the directives were sound and 
represented an improvement over what existed, 
the agencywide planning directive was not fully 
implemented and the acquisition directive did 
not provide sufficient guidance and needed 
to be revised. 

GAO also found that: 

--The policy, mission analysis, long-range 
planning, and program performance and evalu- 
ation areas of FAA's agencywide planning 
directive have not been implemented. (See 
ch. 2.) 

--FAA's system acquisition management direc- 
tive did not provide sufficient guidance, 
was not always followed, and did not conform 
to either the Department of Transportation's 
acquisition directives or to the Office of 
Management and Budget's (OMB's) Circular 
A-109. (See ch. 3.) 
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--FAA’s management concept limited the role of 
the ‘program manager. (See pp. 9 to 11.) 

--The System Requirements Group has been inef- 
fective because of its exclusion from such 
significant functions as planning; agency 
requirements reviews; and decisions to ap- 
prove, delay, or discontinue programs. 

--The System Requirements Group has no written 
charter identifying responsibilities, au- 
thor ity , and tenure of office. (See ch. 4.) 

--Requirements set forth in OMB’s Circular 
A-109 continued to be rejected by the 
Department of Transportation and FAA. 
(See pp. 12 to 14.) 

Although FAA’s directives were established to 
correct deficiencies in its agencywide planning 
and acquisition processes, internal reports 
of FAA and the Department of Transportation 
issued since then show the same deficiencies 
continued to exist. 

In three recent reports GAO has pointed out 
FAA’s failure to follow sound planning and 
acquisition practices l/ and improvements 
needed in its safety planning and program 
evaluation processes. 2/ 

Without an agencywide comprehensive planning 
process and a sound system acquisition 
management process, the validity of FAA’S 
budgetary process can be questioned, in- 
cluding how effectively it uses resources, 
since its directives require that such proc- 
esses be completed before its budget 
submission. 

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Trans- 
portation require the FAA Administrator 
to: 

&/PSAD-79-94, August 8, 1979, and PSAD-80-1, 
October 31, 1979. 

Z&‘CED-80-66, February 29, 1980. 
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--Implement FAA's agencywide planning direc- 
tive emphasizing policy, mission analysis, 
long-range planning, and program performance 
and evaluation. 

--Replace or revise FAA's system acquisition 
management directive to prescribe a simpli- 
fied acquisition process, a stronger role 
for the program manager, and a restructured 
system acquisition management process to 
conform to requirements in the Department 
of Transportation's acquisition directives 
relative to identifying programs and the 
prescribed reporting of them and to meet 
OMB's Circular A-109. 

--Improve the management of the acquisition 
process by (1) making the System Requirements 
Group a part of FAA's planning process so pro- 
grams that should come under its review and 
evaluation are identified early, (2) assuring 
that the System Requirements Group's program 
reviews coincide with key decision points 
of the system acquisition process for selected 
programs, (3) giving the System Requirements 
Group the authority to approve, delay, or 
discontinue a program subject to the approval 
of the Administrator, and (4) providing each 
member of the System Requirements Group with 
a written charter setting forth the responsi- 
bilities, authority, and tenure of office. 

Some of FAA's problems can be attributed to the 
Department of Transportation's acquisition re- 
quirements. GAO has previously made recommen- 
dations to the Secretary concerning compliance 
with OMB Circular A-109 which, if adopted, 
should assist in improving the Department's 
and, consequently, FAA's agencywide planning 
and system acquisition management processes. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION - 

The House Subcommittee on Government Activities 
and Transportation, Committee on Government 
Operations, should require FAA to submit a 
detailed report of the definitive steps being 
taken to further improve its planning and ac- 
quisition processes. 
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The Depa.rtment of Transportation, in respond- 
ing to the GAO draft report (see app. I) stated 
that (1) FAA ~I.11 review its planning directive 
by mi.d-1980, which ~5.11 include consideration 
of GAO's recommendation to fully implement FAA's 
agencywide planning directive, (2) FAA will' 
revise its System Acquisition Management 
directive by September 30, 1980, taking into 
account FAA's experience and the matters dis- 
cussed in the GAO report, and (3) the Depart- 
ment's order, "Ma"jor Systems Acquisition Review 
and Approv'al, 'I will be revised within the next 
6 months and coordinated with OMB. It stated 
that the areas being considered for revision 
are mission analysis/planning, solicitation 
of alternative systems design concepts, and 
the role of the program manager/program mana- 
ger's charter* 

The Department of Transportation stated that 
it did not concur with the conclusions and 
recommendations contained in two reports L/ 
identified in this report as examples of FAA's 
not following sound planning and acquisition 
practices, including compliance with the re- 
quirements of OMB's Circular A-109. 

GAO has ful,ly considered the Department of 
Transportation's objections to the conclusions 
or recommendations included in the two reports. 
Since Transportation did not provide additional 
information on its objections, GAO believes 
the conclusions or recommendations remain valid. 

-. ~ -_.,- -.-___ -I, ._... x  _“,_ ._..-._“_._ 

l/"Unnecessary Procurement of an Aviation Weather - 
and Notice to ,JLi.r:nen System by FAA," (PSAD-79-94, 
Auq. 8, 1979) ,azrd "'FAA'S 
Flight Service Stations: 

Program to Automate 
Status and Needs," 

(PSAD-80-1, Oct.. 31, 1979). 
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CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND -- 

In November 1977 the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) advised the House Subcommittee 
on Government Activities and Transportation, Committee on 
Government Operations, that the agency was well along toward 
comprehensively overhauling its acquisition management proc- 
ess. He stated that implementation of improvements in 
the areas of planning and the acquisition management process 
began in March 1977 with the publication of FAA Order 
1800.13~, "Planning and Resource Allocation" and FAA Order 
1810.1, “System Acquisition Management." FAA took this 
action to establish procedures to correct deficiencies 
in its agencywide planning and system acquisition management 
processes. 

The subcommittee was told that FAA's Order 1800.13A 
covers the broad spectrum of all agency resources, appropria- 
tions, and activities from long-range plans through multiyear 
programing, current year budget submissions, budget execu- 
tion, and evaluation of completed programs. The directive 
also addressed the analysis, evaluation, justification, con- 
trols, and procedures necessary to develop and execute pro- 
grams in support of FAA and Departfflent of Transportation 
(DOT) missions and objectives. This process was to have 
been tied to the System Acquisition Management (SAM) process 
through the mandate that certain activities in the process 
be accomplished before major system acquisition programs 
can move forward through the planning process. 

The second order provided, among other things, for 
establishing a System Requirements Group (SRG) which reports 
directly to the Administrator. SRG was responsible for 
the review and evaluation of potential requirements for 
those major acquisitions designated for monitoring from 
concept formulation through transition and implementation 
as an operational system. Further, the Administrator stated 
that the SRG membership was designed to reflect the views 
of the major operational offices within the agency. SRG 
was to operate under a firm rule that commitment to major 
system hardware decisions would occur only after sRG 
evaluated the mission needs, assessed potential benefits, 
and considered alternative approaches. 

SCOPE 

Our review, cc.!nducted at FAA Headquarters, Washington, 
D.C,, included (1) an evaluation of the directives developed 
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to support PAA's agencywide planning and the SAM processes, 
(2) an evaluation of the SRG activities in monitoring major 
system programs under the acquisition process, and (3) a 
review of various major programs to determine what impact 
the revised acquisition process had on their management. 

We considered various reports of prior reviews of FAA 
acquisition systems, including our reports on "Issues,and 
Management Problems in Developing An Improved Air-Traffic- 
Control System," (PSAD-77-13, Dec. 15, 1976) and "Implementa- 
tion of Major System Acquisition Process--A-log--Is Incon- 
sistent Among Civil Agencies," (PSAD-79-89, Aug. 14, 1979). 
We also considered our recent report on "How To Improve The 
Federal Aviation Administration's Ability To Deal With Safety 
Hazards," (CED-80-66, Feb. 29, 1980). 



CHAPTER 2 

ABSENCE OF AGENCYWIDE PLANNING --...- --------- 

In November 1977, the FAA Administrator advised the 
House Subcommittee on Government Activities and Transporta- 
tion that improvements in its planning processes were being 
made with the implementation of FAA Order 1800.13A. OUK 

review showed, however, that the directive was not implemented 
in the areas of policy, mission analysis, long-range planning, 
and program performance and evaluation. 

The absence of an agencywide comprehensive planning 
process has required FAA to rely on its budget process to 
fulfill its planning responsibilities. The budget process, 
however, is only one part of the planning process and does 
not go into the depth intended by FAA Order 1800.13A. In 
February 1980, we reported lo’ that FAA, as early as August 
1977, and the .Department of Transportation, as recently as 
April 1979, were aware of the absence of a comprehensive 
planning process. Also, our February 1980 report discussed 
the absence of program evaluations. 

In our opinion, the planning process followed by FAA 
relied heavily on identifying equipment that was needed 
at the moment rather than on required operational capabilities 
which would have provided a basis for selecting the best of 
competing alternatives using cost-benefit analyses. While 
we have been advised that FAA has taken action to improve 
its planning process and program evaluations, we believe 
that the corrective measures taken still fall short of 
obtaining an agencywide comprehensive planning process 
and a program performance and evaluation process as envi- 
sioned by the FAA order. 

We believe the continued absence of an agencywide 
comprehensive planning process and the exclusion of a program 
performance and evaluation process could raise some ques- 
tions of the validity of FAA’s budgetary process, including 
its effective use of resources. 

-----e--m- 

l/“How To Improve the Federal Aviation Administration’s - 
Ability to Deal with Safety Hazards,” (CED-80-66, Feb. 29, 
1980). 
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PLANNING DIRECTIVE -.----_ 
NOT FULLY IMPLEMENTED --e-------P 

According to FAA, the basic purpose of its planning proc- 
ess was to improve the decisionmaking process regarding 
the allocation of resources. The planning process consisted 
of four principal phases: (1) aviation policy and long-range 
planning, (2) multiyear programing, (3) annual budget proc- 
ess, and (4) program performance and evaluation. Policy 
formulation and long-range planning, including mission analy- 
sis, which were to be the starting points for developing 
the other phases and program performance and evaluation 
were never implemented agencywide. Also, a review board 
responsible for the adequacy of multiyear programing, 
issues, analysis, and evaluation was discontinued in 1977. 

Lack of commitment and participation 
in the planning process - 

Our February 29, 1980, report on aviation safety 
stated that in August 1977 a study was completed of FAA’s 
planning process. FAA’s Office of Aviation System Plans 
which performed the study found a general lack of commit- 
ment and participation in the processes spelled out in 
FAA Order 1800.13A. The report also stated that similar 
deficiencies were identified in an April 1979 report prepared 
by an evaluation team assigned to DOT’s Office of the Assis- 
tant Secretary of Budget and Programs to review FAA’s major 
engineering and development programs. 

In response to these deficiencies, FAA stated it was 
actively engaged in establishing a comprehensive planning 
process to address safety issues and that this function 
had been assigned to the Office of Aviation Safety. While 
this is a positive, step, we believe this effort falls short 
of meeting the agencywide comprehensive planning process 
envisioned by FAA Order 1800.13A. We are concerned in that 
other mission areas such as the efficient use of airspace, 
promotion of air commerce and civil aviation, and the support 
of national defense requirements may not be covered in 
the comprehensive planning process. 

We were advised by the Associate Administrator for 
Administration that full implementation of FAA Order 1800.1314 
was delayed because of the turnover at the Associate 
Administrator for Policy and International Aviation Affairs 
level. In our discussions with various FAA officials, we 
were told that priority was given to the day-to-day require- 
ment of maintaining safety in the skies which had priority 
over everything else. 
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The absence of an agencywide comprehensive planning 
process has required FAA to rely on its budget process to 
fulfill such responsibilities. The budget process is only 
one part of the planning process and does no+: go into the 
depth intended by FAA Order 1800.13A. In our opinion, the 
process FAA followed relied heavily on identifying equipment 
Lhat it needed at the moment rather than on required opera- 
tional capabilities which would provide a basis for selecting 
the best of competing alternatives using cost-benefit analy- 
czes. These problems were identified in one of our earlier 
reports. l/ FAA Order 1800.13A was to have corrected these 
def iciencTes, but it was never fully implemented; therefore, 
the deficiencies continue to exist. 

As stated previously, Order 1800.13A was to work in con- 
junction with the SE.M process; however I the absence of ,an 
agencywide comprehensive planning process, in our opinion, 
isolates the SAM process from the planning and budgeting 
processes. 

Also I our latest report J/ discusses the need for 
an effective agencywide program evaluation system. In re- 
sponding to the contents of that report, FAA stated its 
Program Review Staff, Office of Associate Administrator 
for Administration, has responsibility for making appraisals 
and conducts special and independent evaluations as directed 
by the FAA Administrator. We are concerned that this effort 
also falls short of meeting the requirements set forth 
in FAA Order 1800.13A on program performance and evaluation. 

According to the FAA order, program performance and 
evaluation involves the actual performance for which pro- 
gram planning and budgeting are preparatory, and this proc- 
ess produces the results which form the basis for judging 
how successfully the agency is meeting its basic objectives. 
We view this process as being a formalized agencywide re- 
porting process, the results of which are to provide the 
basis upon which the agency can measure its performance 
against its goals and objectives. We believe, therefore, 
that further FAA action is required if an effective agencywide 
program performance and evaluation process is to be imple- 
mented as envisioned under the FAA order. 

lJPSAD-77-J.3, Dee I 1976 * 

~/“How To Improve the Federal Aviation Administration’s 
Ability to Deal With Safety Hazards,” (CED-80-66, 
Feb. 29, 1980). 












































